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Abstra%t .

. Teachers' opinions about the education programs in which they

. , ) Vo ~
were trained were examined. The 148 teachers r‘espondmg to a survey - . @
- 1nd1Cated that they be] jeved then‘ preparatwn was poor in several .-
= areas related t;é teachmg students with spec1a1 needs. The teachers'
opinions vamed as a functwn of when they received then* trammg, N ®
, teachers who had been tramed w1thuﬂhe past five years had more
“positive o_pim'ons about 'ghew training programs thqn did teachers,
— ~— ~ - who-had been trained-oyer 10 'year.s« ago. I~mphcad:10ns for. profess1ona'l e
. training programs and school. d1str1ct inservice trammg programs are ' o ‘
& . ) . ' . ,
B discussed. 0
_ - » N\ ‘fﬁ-’;’: N . . A .
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. Teacher Opinions About Profess1ona1 Education Training Programs

[ N
Mainstreaming was a7 unknown term when many classroom teachers,

¢ o
P N t ¢

-
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%
N

-

®_ -
: _vcuws-.separaxely,~W1th _litt’e iT7any dialogue *occurring between the two.

L

’comp]eted teacher. educat1on programs. The training provided to teach-

“ <

ers equipped them to teach "normal" chf]drén ahd recommended that they

refer to specia] education teachers any child not fitting the “normal®

l

sgandard.'

[l

Educational ﬁrainfﬁg has been described as based on a "two box" {

-

theory (Reynolds., 1977) Separate educat1ona1 programs were maintained
by the schools, one for "norma]“ students and one for hand1capped students.
Teacher tra1n1ng prﬁgrams for reaular and spec1a1 education also eX|sfed
_The
message was’ c]ear the spec1a1 education teacher was the appropriate
person to teach gh11dren exper1enc1n1 difficulty within the regu]ar c]ass
‘curr1cu1umr
’ Puh]ic Law 94-142 seemingly changed overnight the structure within
which schools provide. education to{handicapped chi]dren. The law had an
im@ediate ihpaci on_the placement of students in classrooms &round the
‘country. Teachers suddenly were faced with meet1ng the spec1a1 needas
of many students without advance preparation or training. A]though the
law quickly reversed previous policy, theltrajning and skills of teachers
did,not'change as quickly. rurther, general education teacher trainihg
programs were nof prepared at that time to provide the necessary training.
The Natlonal AdV1sory Committee on the Hand1capped estimated in 1977 that

*  260,000. special educat1on teachers and over two million regular educators

required inservice training to implement the provisions of PL 94-142.

<
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Reyno]ds (1978) 1nd1cated tha* perhaps the greatest prob]nm-fac1ng____

co]]eges of edutation was the "rapidity with which the change to a~

2

ma1nstream ph11osophy must be effected....Educating ch113ren w1th

handicaps: requires massive changes in the tota1 structure of schools
and educat1on“ (p. 385) ' o » .

‘The need for change in teacher preparat1on and eert1f1cat1on has
been 1dent1f1ed Data on changes, in teacher training programs and rules

affecting certification give some indication of the extent to which L
= > -
9” * \. o

these changes have occurred.

3

A survey waé conducted by Roberson (1980) to determine the extent .

to which non- Spec1a1 educat1on faculty.members were~part151pat1ng in in=

service activities related to PL 94-142. Roberson surveyed 128 institu-

-

tions with certified teacherxtraining programsa Of the 64 teacher traip-

. ing programs'responding, only 19% had completed such an inservice program

for non-specia]leducation faculty; 32% had no such program planned.

-To determine whether preparation requirements of preservice educators

. o _ )
were chahging ta#ﬁnc]ude speéia] education courses,.Smith and Schindler
. .

(1980) 1ntervqewed super1ntendents or Commissioners of Educat1on - The g

4

resu]ts of their study 1nd1cated«that 25 states and the D1str1ct of

{
Ifl of such a requirement in the future. Fif*een states required pre-~

——— -

service genera] educators to fulfill competenc1es relating totexcept1on-

Co]umb1a had no such requirement. Eleven states indicated the possibil-

ality. In another survey (Patton & Braithwaite, 1980), state offices
" of teacher«qertificatjon in“44.states indicated that they did not. require

special education coursework for the recertification of regular class-

&

repmqteachers: None of the states required regular class teachers to

9




’.\bxlﬁfﬁ:‘&t‘mn-requimments. o , ' .
c ‘These studies inhicate a genera]‘TEEE‘Tn‘proﬁessipnal education‘
» - programs and certificatic'n- requireme'nts related to the needs created )
by PL 94-]42. Future changes occurring in faculty and program com- ‘
- petencies in relation to those skills needed will n?t have’ primary im-
!;, pact on those teachers already sgrving in- the schco]s. Yet, te:chers
' . now working in the schoo]s are requ1red to meet the special needs of ‘many -
‘ students p]aced w1th1n their classrooms. The cr1t1ca1 1ssue is how weHh
¢ g these teachers beheve "they have been prepared to deal wi th the. spec1a1
e - ~~—needs created— by~ggig4-qgg”_‘_h__ - ;ﬁ ) -
) The current study was designed to ascerta1n the extent to which °
.“ ,‘teachers in current service'fe]t their training programs prepared them
R to teach students wijﬁfspecja] needs. The teachers were 'asked to evalu-
ate the extent to which the professional education arograms they,pomﬁ]eted,
i;MA; prepared them to recognize and teach“students with shecial problems ih‘ . '

- N . »

have direct contact with handicapped students as a part of their‘récérzf-‘

<

" during the workshop was voiuntary.

~ - The average number of years of teach1ng exper1ence for the 148

their classrooms.

. :
o -
7 H } - .
. .

Subjects - .

SubJects ygre 148 teachers in attendance at a workshop he]d at the
beg1nn1ng of the 1980-81 school year._lAll teachers were employed by
the same district located in a metropolitan area in Minnesota.® Attendance

at the workshgp was mandatory but completion of the-"Teacher Survey"

(4

{

teachers was 12.1 years (range = 0-35 yrs ). Most (4 %) of the teachers
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years’ﬁ?”chh1ng exper1ence 5 or 1ess years (n =

e wmeat

N °
L oS o -
»’Wl . 4 . J‘f . ) R _t ] . .
1’, = were cer/;f1ed in elewentary educatlon, the. remalnder were certlfaed Jn

secondary (26%) K-1Z (16%), or-other areas (12%) The level of educa-

" tion ranged -from a bachelor_s degree (63%) to a speciaTist'orfdoctorate -

(1.4%); '22.7% had been awarded a master's degree; and an additional  11.4%

. *“‘had{ear ed 15 or more credits beyond a master's (1.4% of subjects did
, . . ” : ) . , .
: not .provide infermation. on- Tevel~of-education). ' - .
» * \

Ana]yses were conducted on the responses oF the total group of

\

subJects JIn add1t1on, subJects were grouped accordxng to the number of
42) and\lo or more

years (n = 92).

tically to determine'whether teachers trained after the enactment of PL

The responses of these two groups were compared statis- -

94-142 had different.attitudes toward their training than did teachers

trained at 1east five’years before the enactment of PL 94-142. Further,

descr1pt1ve ana]yses of responses were cquucted with subjects grouped 1n '

two additional ways: " (a) accord1ng to whether they had- been tra1ned

’ H

fwithin M{nnesota or outside of Minnesota, ands(b).accordfng to whether

E P— &

they had been_trained at a pub]ic\institution or a private institution.*_f‘"“*‘-w4!!

! L

. These descriptive analyses are presented in Appendix A.

Materials ' * ' . P

A one-page survey was developed to co]]ecf information on teachers'
b i

op1nxons about. the educaf1oo programs 1n wh1ch thev were tra1ned with

some questions related to their preparation for recognizing and deq11ng

Items were presented in a

. \‘

with special problems in the classroom.

’ multiple-choice format, with the choices bedng good, fair, or poor.

The survey also asked for information on the teachers and their educa-

; ) tional backgrounds.

-

ot
A copy of the sirvey is included in Appendix B.
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Procedure:» o, ! LR I

The s'urvey:was distributed to'.wo'r'lishop pa_rt‘i‘cib/ants at the beginning
S N % -

of the workshop session. TA few minute_s were, pvrovided for_completion of

X v .
. the form. The surveys were turned in on a voluntary ‘basis at the con-
- . ? v . f . , . .
& . clusion of the workshop. ‘ oo -
. Results )
ht , ‘
9 - . Near]y a1 sub:ects (n=139) qave an overall rating to the programs

.z 1r¥ which they wege tra1ned The maJor1ty of these subJects (55. 4%) in-
\ e - N

: " . dicated that the program was fair; 41.7% rated their programs as good,
‘ ) and 2.9% rated thein programs as poor
‘ Respondmg subJects vnth 5 or less years of teaching ex.per1ence
(n=40) generally rated their pregrams as good (47.5%) or fair [50: 0%);
& . - " 2.5% rateLthem as poor. S1m11ar1y, respond1ng subjects with. 10 or more -
) b \-a-.
years of teach1ng exper1ente-{n~861~gggg£illz_£3+ed the1r programs as
. good (39 5%) or fair (57.0%); 3. 5% rated them as poor.
A - 'Preparatmon in Five Areas ]

[ -

Teachers were asked to rate the prebara%iun they received in five
— , .
specific areas of ctrrent concern: methods, materials, chﬂdy‘ado]escent

~ [ .

development and psychology, r‘ead1ng, and mainstreaming. Overall, tor
methods mater1a1s, and chﬂdhood/ado]escent deve]opment and psycho]ogy, ,

- -most rat1ngs were good, foHowed by fair. In each of these areas, less

.
‘.

than 11% of the.subjects rated ftheir preparat1on as poor. " In contrast,
"the ratings for reading were divided about equa'I'Iy among the ‘three cate-
gories. For mainstreaming, the majority of ratings were poor‘(.ﬁ.t}_.ﬁj);f_;

“only 14.1% gave their preparation in mainstreaming a good rating.
' : . \




' Tab_le 2 presents the’ r;ting\s given to the five areas By- th\e teachers
. | with 5 or 'less years of exper:ience and:the teach\ers with :}Q;.or more_years »

, ~of ,e&perience‘. _ The two f;r‘oup.s'gave similar vat'ingswin aﬁ/areas ex‘eeﬁt S
St 4 mainstreeming, wﬁere\significantly more teachers with 5 or Tess y:ear‘s

of experience gave fau* rat1ngs (38 1%) than® d1d tedchers with 10 or \ o SN 3

t -

. more years of expemem.e (12.6%), z = 3.36, p < .01, and s1gmf1cant1y

more teachers with 10 or more years of experience gave poor r“‘tmgs (74, 7%)

o than d1d"teacbers with 5 or leks years of experieace (38.1%), z = 4.07,y o ('.
» . ' . ) ) . R . .\ »
p < .01. Y : B ]

» e ) . : . . . . . .
--..:_..-.....-:. ..................... \ A ‘1
“~ - . J\
o Insert Table 2"about here . o r B ‘01
. sy TEmEms .« -‘ v T .

. Preparatwn for Recognizing Students with Problems o _ . e
) \ ° ’ x

Table 3 presents the Percentages bf subJects ratmg thew preparatwn . .o

) for recogmz:ng students w1th four itypes of problems (drugs abuse, learn3d " .-{-Q

ing disabﬂities, and emotional disturbance\.) a5 either good,'fair', or
. -

o poor. Most subjects gave a poor rating to their preparation for recogr;iz.- k)

' . 'ing pf‘ob]ems related to drugs, abuse, and emotional disturbance. The .

° ratings given to preparation for recognizing 1earnmg d1sab1ht1es were . a
) - ' . -
2 ~ .
more po.ntwe, 25 2% of the subjects 1nd1cated that their- preparatwn -y
. ' T - - ®
_in_this area was/good. ) _ : Al

~w




. / '. e . ! .
.+, A comparison of the ratings by teachers grouped according to
teacking experience is glqen“in Iab1e64. Rather striking differences,
) existed in the ratings for all problep jreas. In‘generdl, the ratings

of less experienced teachers weré more positive than those of teachers

~ °
L]

- with more experience. . . . . o

e L L T T Tt Ll el g

- . For ‘the drugs prob]em a %?’ 65.2% of the teachers with 10 or-more

years of teach1ng experlence g ve a poor rat1ng to their prepaf:::pn,

2

7
while only 26.2% of the teachers\w1th 5 or less yed¥s of teachzng ex-
perience gave,a poor ratfng; the difference between these percentages

b3

was sfgnificant z=4,07, p< :01. The percentages of teachers in the

A
two groups giving gocd* and falr ratings were not significantly d1fferent

' .

‘. For the abuse)prob]em area, 64.4% of the teachers with 10 or more
years of exper1ence gave a poor rating to their preparat1on while 26.8%

of those with. 5 or 1ess years of exper1ence gave a pgor rat1ng, the
- \o' . 0

co aifference between these percentages was significart, z = 4 04, p_< .01,
The percentages “of teachors in the two groups g1v1ng good. ratlngs also

were s1gn1f1cant1y different, but. in the oppos1te d1rect1on, z 4 32,
E|< 0] ) ‘« [ ’ .“/“

similarly, in the LD problem ared, s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were

. found between'the percentages nf teacyéf§~1n the two groups ‘giving good
and poor rat1ngs to their preparatlaﬁ ghile 42.8% of, the teachers with

10 or more years of teach1ng experience gave a poor rat1ng, on]y 16.7%

< 1

of the'teachers with 5 or less years of teaching exper1ence gave a poor

rating, z = ?.93, p < .01. On the other ‘hand, 22. 0% of the teachers

v 12-i.'. . : -
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’ 2
with 10 or .more years of exper1ence and 40.5% of the teachers._ w1th 5

[ - - o

\

K

' s1qnlf1cant d1fference§gex1sted in

3

. R .
schogl, socialization, and -social development.

""" Hand1ing Students with Problems ' o

+ for hand11ng students with these prob]ems

or less years “of exper1ence gave good rat1ngs é_= 2 20, p <. .

“‘“Z For the ED problem area, 12. 1% of the teachers w1th 10 or more

kY
.

years of exper1ence rated. their program as goyd, compared to 31.0% of

_the teachers with 5 or less year§ of experience; the difference between

these ercentnqes was s1gn|f1cnnt 01, No stdtlstlpdl1y

¥ ),.()L N E_ .

f‘ oA s

the percentages_ot'teaéhers girﬁng

e1therﬁfa1r or poor ratings—— - --

Other Problem Areas "7””i o AN

‘ Spqpe was provided on the survey for subjects to list other probﬁem )
‘v > - \

“areas and rate'them.. Nbne %f\the areas listed was given by more than

one teacher. Three areif listed were speech, Vision and behavior manage-

ment the preparat1on for recognizing each of these was rated good. Two

I 4

‘ add1t1ona1 areas listed were rated as "fair in preparat1on, these were-

recogn121ng gifted students and re1at1ng to parents Six areas g1ven

. poog,ratings were.behayior,'disp1p1ine, fami]y living, why students hate

v
-

. After rating their preparation for recogn121ng studentsﬁhav1ng prob-
4 4,

1ems with drugs, abuse,- 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es, and e"ot1ona1 d1sturbance,

<aud.4dent3fylng_othen_pnob1em aneas, subjects rated the1r preparat1on

4

The teachérs rat1ngs are

presented in Table 5 Across a11 teachers, the most frequent ratings

+
were fair (40.2%) and poor (46. 4%), only 13.4% rated their preparat1on

for hand11 ng students with the prob]ems as good

R
w Sl
AN
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\ Rat1ngs g1ven by the teachers grouped accord1ng to amount of teach-

ing experience also are, shown in Table 5. Significant differences in -
the percentages of teachers in the two groups giving each rating were
’ \ found: good - g_¥ 2.51, E.< .05; fair - z =291, p < .01 poor - Z = | N

4.56, p < .01.. More of the teachers with 5.or less years of teaching ex-

per1ence gave good (24 4% and fa1r (58.5%) rat1ngs than did teachers with

777710 or more years exper1ence (good - 8.1%; fair - 31:4%); and” Fewer less ‘Eliweééé——

= - ——- - —-gxperienced. teachers than. more exper1enced teachers gave poor rat1ngs

! - - —_—
: . . " v .t T o o

-

: (17.1% vs. 60. 5”) , .

Recoﬁmended Chauges in Teache. Jraining rrograms

\

;o SubJects also were asked to suggest major changes that should be :

/ A - - - N - b33
/ ! made in teacher training programs. The responses were numerous and

s

3

cdvered‘a va{iety of topics. Suggestions fell within two categories--

those related to college education classes and those related to student

. teaching.
Most suggested changes dealt with college education classes. By
far the most frequent]y given suggestion was that classes should provide

more definite and/or practical- methods~and~sk1llsAfor—teachers touse . ___ ’

¢ (2}22; 14.9%). The second most frequently given suggestion related to ¢

. \ P
= ways to identify and work with special students (specifically, LD and '

. s
-

K gifted studehts);tg;iﬁ:—974%97——$hrgé—suggestigos_were_made by nine
subjects (6.1%) each; these were that training programs should include
(a) instruction on discipline techniques, (b) mainstreaming preparation,

) and (c) professors with recent classroom experience. ‘Five subjects

C . .




10

-

T - (3.4%) noted the- need for tra1n1ng in recogn1z1ng and dea11ng with

 drug abuse/use. Mo other suggest1ons re]atxn;rto college 2ducation
w classes were made by more than’LWO percent of the SubJeCtS.

In the area of student teaching, the most frequent suggestion was
that more classroom experiences be prov1ded (n=31; 20. 9%). This was
fo]]owed closely by the recommendat1on that student teaching be extended
to start earlier and last Tonger (n—22, 14.9%). Seven subjects (4.7%)

. Cited the need for both training.and experiences in dealﬂng with parents
and_‘the community. Five subjects (3.4%) §uggested that more experience
be pnovided in a.greater variety of tﬁaching situetions. No other

suggestidns nelating to c011ege education classes were made by more

than two -percent of the subjects.

.Discussion

4

. The results of the present survey of teachers WOrk%ng within pub]ic
school settings clearly jdentified areas in which teachers f1nd genera]
- education preparation programs in need of 1mprovement. A]though most

teachers gave good or fair ratings overall to their training programs,

e 5bornratingsuappearedhwjthmgreat‘freguency when ‘the teachers were rating

their preparation related to reading, mainstreaming, and recognizing
students having specific types of problems. The large percentage of

teachers rating their preparation for mainstreaming as poor suggests

P 8_, —

®

L

‘that this is an area that shou]d be addressed’1mmed1ate1y

Di fferences were found between the ratings of teachers with five

teaching exper1ence. In general, the less experienced teachers" ratings

o o )

or less years of teaching experience and those with 10 or more years of e




'pos’t1ons current]y are ava11ab1e for recent graduates because of

“indicated" that many' of them btelieved they weré better prepared in

'several areas than did the ratings of thg more experienced teachers.”

These differences sugges\ that teacher'tra1n1ng programs may have

changed within the past five years- in terms of address1ng the needs

- created by PL 94-142. Yet, even in the areas where more of the less— - -~ -

experienced teachers indicated their preparation was good, the percent- -

ages of these teachers giving good ratings still were relatively low.

Unfortunately, even if professional educatjon training programs

, have been restructured to meet the needs ari%ing from PL 94-142, few

declining school enrollments and budget cutbacks. Thus, those teachers

remaining‘in today's classrooms typically are the ones who received

i

their professional training without the benefit of training in areas
related to exceptionalities. T ‘

y The resu]ts of the present study confirm that teachers currently s o
working in schools- believe that they have not been adequately prepared

to deal with the special needs of many students now placed within their
classes. This situation must be addressed now; there is not time:to

wait for professional education training programs to provide adequate -

preparat1on and then wait for teachers with that training to take over

teach1ng pos1t1ons within the schools. One approach to-alleviating

the Surrent situation 1s to organize appropriate inservice programs for

| - e e s et

teachers currently in c1assrooms, wh11e at the same time cont1nu1n@ to

move state-cert1f1cat10n departments in the d1rect10n of some minimum

-

requiremeft of competency in exceptionality.

To ensure that regular educaioné; skills in dealing with exceptional

i
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- students improve as rapidly as possible, districts must commit themselves

to a continuing inservice program.to_improve and implement mainstreaming

-

- - c& . . -
skills. Such planning should involve superintendents and other adminis-
trators, such as directors, coordinators, and specialists, as well as

—school” board members;principals, teachers, and -community people. This.

_ with consistent encouragement to improve their skills and should result

in an 1mproved 1eve130f eaucat1on for all ch11dren, not’ just special

needs students. ) T ' -

ot en, — -

type of broadly based commithent to mainstreaming -should provide teachers .

*

Some of the skills needed by teachers to effect1ve1y implement PL
94-142 are discussed by Reyno]ds (1978). These include:

(1) Direct experience with exceptional students N

»

(3) Clinical skills

s o

- (4) Interaction among the various professional specialties
e * represented in the district -

(5) Better preparation for systematic management of instruction

4

(6) Individualized assessment and instructional planning using
diagnostic-prescriptive approaches

‘ (7) Due process procedures

providing services to exceptiona] students, such as.social workers,

speech therapists, etc. Informa1 commun1cat1on shou]d be encouraged

(2) Knowledge of consultation skills . .

Dialogue needs to occur between regular and special educators and others

as we11 S0 that acquired skills may be shared.

A Y

of the students enrolled in sch001 on a regular basis. As the needs

of\students change, so should the training and skills of teachers and

- 17

- ——

D1str1cts should assess the skills of the1r teachers and the needs ‘

>
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> others working with them. Use-of in- c]ass mainstream facilitators has
l,' been an effectwe means of providing a mode] for teachers and direct

. . training and support.- Inservice trammg _should relate to recently

R . . —
° - assessed district needs and shou'!d follow a consistent pattern.
4—:——» J. .-~  In summary,-we believe changes_ ofmthe_m,aqmtude required to effi- T

c1ent1y teach all of the students in schoo] today require ongomg com- .
é ' m1tment p1anmng, and tra1mng by all assoc1ated mth the 'school d1str1ct L
R A A T - T B e
- t: N ‘ i s . o _ . ’
e A e MR e . O e e e e e+t A et At s it s - ot e ittt e vowe & e e ' - .
: \
®
N ° . t
o _ )
.’ A . ) ' - - . u_-,.'__“..
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® - . _— —— - -
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v Table 1 ° ' : -
- Percentages of Subjects Rating Five Areas of Preparation .
* as Good, Fair, or Poor /

) ‘ ) . ¥ ~ .
o R . ‘
B -

T Avea o o T e 7 7‘Goord . Fair . .. ;,P,ocr)r
” ' ‘” A — £ - U - .- - »—k *
o _ Methods i o 51.4. 37.8 10.8 ®

T ‘Materials . 54.7  237.8 7.4

. R
= z -
)

“Child and Adolescent  ©  52.4° T 381 - 9.5
Development and Psychology o %

v

Reading ° | 29.5  33.3 37.1

- -

Mainstreaming . - -14.1 214 64.8




N - ' ! 3 H
* — RIS [ T T S
% - o i 17
| s
] . , | Table 2 | : ‘
"’ I3 - o Iy ’ < - , ’
- Per-anirges ) Subjects ir Two Groups Rating Five Areas of ‘
Preparaticn as Good, Fair, or Poor . B
\ 4 : . ‘
. .. Area . i * . Good Fair Poor -
Methods - : -
T I s e et e
(Y t 5 or less years 57.1 35.7 7.1 . i
N 1A0 or more years - 46.7 . 42.4 10.9. ]
. . Materials T ’ - e
® 5 or less years . . . 66.7 23.8 9.5  *
10 or more years . v 52.2 40.0 7.8
o Child and Adolescent - . ‘ : N
. I Development and Psycholdgy v v
o R _ : : . ' N
5 or less years - E 59.5 - 35.7 4.8
10 or more years . 48.4 - 40.6 11,0 .
. Reading ~ . . R ' A,
@ - “ . \ : »
- . 5 or less years ‘ o 31,6 39.5 28.9 _ A
10 or more years 30.5  °30.5 - 39.0
- Mainstreaming* ' . _ 5 , ' o .-

- ! .
N\ - .
A
. .

5 or less years ' o 23.8 03810, 380

‘ . 10 or/j more years ‘ 1246 © . 12.6 747
- tSigm’f.i.cant_dif.fenences_»;venemféhnd; between—the ratings-of the two- -
e 7 groups of teachers. ] N :

- ’ 2]
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‘ Table .3
) N Percentages of Subjects Rating their Preparation for-
-~ ‘ .. RecogniZing Four fypes of Problems as Good, f-‘air,’or_ Poor
¢ iy . . i _ ' ‘ \’\
- ’. r "
Problem { Good y Fair Poor
. CE N m— - — T T pegE——— py Q—-:& . — - el . :
Dritgs , “17.2-- - 3310 . 49.6 Y
- Abuse - 15.3 . 31.9 52.8 T
LD 25.2 - 38.1 36.7 :
ED . 16.3 37.4 46.2 e
l;' . X 'l‘{
. \ : ’
. B | o
z . ‘ K
‘! ' “’
e .‘ }‘ . .
. \ ) . ™ 4/. R .,
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. T Table A ———— - .. j .
’ ‘ Percentages of Subjects in Two Groups Rating their Preparation for G T
Recdgnizing.Four Types of Problems as;Good, Fair, or Poor
« \ . . LA .
¢ \ n o\
v ee | . Area Good Fair, " Poor -
O . \,} )
R K
_ Drugs* . -
@ - T, S or dessoyears 33.3 40,5  *26.2 ‘
- . .10 or more years- 7.9 - 27.0 65.2 .
L , e
Abu S e* - — T " —
. 2 o
o 5 or less years 34.1 39.0 =~ 26.8 _
" 10 or more years. 5.6 "30.0 64.4
ST ‘ _
o 5 or less years 40.5 42.8 16.7 J
g “1u or more years 22.0 35'.-2 "42.8 T
. - ED*; - T— A : - . A \\h_ e ~a '
o 5 or less years 31.0 6.7 333
. 710 or more years - 121 38,5 . 49.4 ‘ .Y
i . *Significant differences were found between the ratings of the
Lo two groups of teachers. -
' - ©
— o \ - - ‘ 2—
® S '
. . s
[ _—
T e M“\_‘__w“ _— . -
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’ Table 5
- Percentages of Subjects Rating thedr Preparation for
) _ s : ' .
Handling Students with Problems.as Good, Fair, or Poor*-
-~ ] e
Group ) Good Fair Poor
N . ..\\ * ' » b
. ,Overall = . _ - 13.4 . 40.2 46.4
e, < " : :

T -5 or less yedrs : 24.4 58.5 17.1
10 or more: years . ' 8.1 31.4 60.5~~.
*Sigﬁificant‘differentes Qere found between_the ratings of teacheﬁs‘

’ with 5 or less years.of experience and those of teachers with 10
or more years of experience. . -
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Descr1pt1ve ana1yses of the data were conducfed w1th subjects |

>

grouped according to (a) whether they were trained within M1nnesota oL
~ - L . - . I’ N

(n 112) or outside Minnesota (n=36), and (b) whether they were trained . ’
at a pub11c 1nst1tut1on (n 134) or a pr1vate institution (n=14).
0vera11 Program o - R 3 '

“i

In their overall rat1ngs of the programs in which they were tra1ned

5

most of those educated within. M1nnesota 1nd1cated that their preparat1on
for teach1ng was "fa1r"-(59.4%) 38.7% rated- the1r preparation as good
'andll.Q% gave their preparation a:poor rating: For those subjects
edueated:outside of Minnesota (né33),,abont equal percéntages rated I

ftheirqprogramsvas-good (51:5%5 and fa}n\iﬂ?.4%); 6.1% rated them as . . :

B

poor. . . |

. iﬂﬁ SubJects educated at(pghllc‘lg;t1tut1ons rated the1r programs as - —; S
follows: good - 42 4%;° fair - 56.0%; poor - 2. 4% Respond1ng subJects T
educated/at pr1vate-+nst1tut1ons (n:lflvrated their programs as fo]]ows . *;j,'
good t335 7%, fair - 50.0%; poor, - 7 1%. : ﬁé o T

. .
» . [ . >
)

p eparat1on in ane Areas

Tab]e A presents the‘rat1ngs 'of five areas of preparat1on g1ven'

02 ' -
- by subjects tra1ned W1tQ1n M1hnesota and outs1de of M1nnesota The//i. ' d
rat1n§s of each area by the’ two groups were very s1m11ar, except perhaps ‘

for tra1n1ng related to ch11dhood 4nd "adolescent development and psycho]ogy,
- Ife this -area fgwer teachers from w1th1n Minnesota gaVe good " rat1ngs and

poor ratings, and more gave fair ratings than did teachers from~outs1de
S L . :
“Minnesota: .o - N

. .
N - . . . w -,

.
. - it e e e s D S P9 W B D WD o e o B W o e fon e

ﬂ‘t ) Insert Table A a99ut here - ;

L2




Table A also presents the ratings of five areas of preparat1on by
i :subJeets trained in pub11c and private 3nst1tut1ons. The pub]1c Vs,

. -pr1vate.compar1son revealed differences for reading preparation. A
greater percentabe of subjects from publie than from private schools
rated their preparat1on as good (31.7% vs. 8.3%) and a sma]]er per-
centage rated their preparation as poor.(35. 0% vs. 58.3%). Yetz for

.both groups, the percentage gjving a poor rating was greater than the
. .

percentage giving'a'good rating. Other ratings by subjects educated

in public and private institutions generally were comparable to each

¢ -

| other.

Q

° -

Preparation for Recognizing Students with Problems

A}

Table B presents the rat1ngs given by subjects educated within and

’ l

e ,,”1,» outs1de M1nnesota to the1r preparation for recogn1z1ng students w1th

B SR ——

~§ar1ous kinds of prob]ems. Again, the percentages of teachers giving
, each rat1ng were.qu1te s1m11ar, with the possible exception of their
ratings for .the LD and ED problem areas. In both of these cases, the

©

: rat%ngs oflsuojects éducated outside of Miﬁﬁesota were somewhat more

Y-

positive.

Insert Table B about here

- - o - - - - R L L

»

| Differences in teachers’ ratings of their preparation for recogniz-

»

ing .students with. specific problems wexe more evident when comparisons

were made between subjects educated in public vs. private institutions.

- -

For recognizing drugs and abuse problems, the ratings of subjects o

a. LY

.

. educated within private institutions were more positive than those of .

: . . : ; ‘ Lt
e } 2253 : \
+ . A




A-3
- subjects educated within public institutions. However, for recognizing

L _ LD and ED students, the pattern was the dppdsite. Most notably, 92.8%

L

~ _‘l of the subjects from private institutions gave fair or poor ratings to
their greparatibn for recognizing LD studenlts, while 72.9% of the public

L ’ institution teachers gave fair or poor ratings.

Han'dh'ng Students with Prdb]ems

Table C gives the .teachers' ratingos of their preparation for

® handling students with problems related to drugs, abuse, learning di(s_a-

b111t1es, and emot1ona1 d1sturbance _ Of those teachers educated within )

€

L M1‘hnesota, 45, 3% gave a poor rating to the1r preparat1on for handhng
L * “students with prpb]ems, compared to 59.1% of those teachers educated .

" outside Minnesota.

o o ———— " Insert-Table C-about-here . . . .« ...l

The ratings given by teachers educated within public and private

institutions also are presented in Table C. More teachers educated

¢ o ‘ _within pt\bh'c institutions gave good ra’tings; none of the teachers )
) educated at pr1vate institutions gave a good rating to their preparation
*. \ for handling students with problems related to drugs, aIBuse, LD, and ED
‘ ) Summary % o
~ ; When grouped according to where thef recei\;ed their training, the
~. ) \ teac;1ers responses reflected the variability in professwna] education wa,,__".,wm
: programs. This variability was 1nd1cated by the differences in 'teachers
ratings of the extent to wh1ch they felt they had been ddequately prepared-
P ~in various areas. For exmpﬁe—manymore_ofﬂE'teacherreducated—w'rth*m—————
) n ‘ , ’);-t.
. \\,. )
® ¢ 29 /47:&%.
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Focusing OT

fessionals. b

Ad . , o .
i
t\i\‘\\‘“\\i private,institutions indicated that their preparation for teaching

~reading Mas poor.

On the other hand, many more of the teachers educated
w1th1n p 511C\3n5L1tut10ﬂS believed that their preparation for recog-
\

'

1
nizing sthdents with drug\Q\\abuse problems was poor. A]though differences
\
are evident between teachers' ratings 0:

f\!arious teacher training institu-
tions, a]]\

T
types of 1nst1tutions did receive several poor ratings.
L.

select types of institutions does not appear to be an approach
that will efficiently improve teachers
)

preparation. Rather, attention
should be given to upgrading the skills of teachers current]y in schools
\

through Ynservice training and increased communication among schoo] pro-
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Table A
° Percentages of Subjects Rating Five Aréas of Preparation
“ , as Good, Fair, or Poor S
/ ’ . S ’ .
2 - ' ? .
® Area Good “Fair Poor
. - ‘ =
" Methods ‘ :
: ~ Within MN 50.9 39.3 9.8 -
Y Outside MN 52.8 33.3 13.9
Public - '53.0 36.6 - - - 10.4 .
Private | 35.7 50.0 14.3
i e Materials R ‘ M-Miﬂm ) |
® N : ) : .
Within MN : 54.5 40.2 . 5.4
Outside MN ; 55.6 30.6 13.9
. Public -~ 85,2- . 38.0 6.7
o . Private ‘ 50.0 35,7 14.3
" Childhood and Adolescent o
- Development and Psychology i
Wi MN : 4971 4378~ 7771
@ . Outside MN " 62.8 20.0, 17.1
) " Public 51.1 39.1 9.8
. h Private 64.3 28.5 7.1
. o . Reading ; )
o
Within MN 28.9 35.0 36.1 ‘
Outside MN 31.4 . 28.6 40.0
3 Public g s - 31.7 23.3 35.0 .
™ d private .. 8.3 33.3 56.3
.~ Mainstreaming
) Within MN 12.3 22.6 65.1
‘ Outside MN =~ - ° 19.4 7 T6.7 63.9
o PubTic " 14.7 20.2 6.1
Private 7.7 30.8. (61.5 :
{




o
_ Table B )
. Percentages of Subjects Rating Their Preparation for
i - v '
Recognizing Four Types of Problems as Good, Fair, or.Poor )
‘ Problem "~ Good Fair °  Poor .
[ 8 .
' Drugs . :
—Tg—_ . o - \z j‘
Within MN 18.3 33.0 48.6 s
Outside MN 13.97 . 33,0 52.8 ®
o ~ Public . B $,16.0 32.8 51.1 :
i Private E < Y - B - 7 & 3557
" Abuse . . - . ,
" Within MN 13.0  _ 33.3 53.7 - ®
Outside MN 22,2 27.8. .. .50,0 I
. © Ppublic 13.8 31.5 54.6 i
Private - , 28.6 35.7 35.7 )
. . " .
IL—D- I3
Within MN 21.6. 40.5 37.8 R
“Outside MN 36.1 30.6 33.3 *
! Public 27.1 36.8 36. e
s Private . 7.1 50.0 1 42.8 '
L4 .E_D. e e
g Within MV 12.6 378 49.5 °
' Qutside MN 27.8 36.1 36.1 ‘
Public 17.3 36.8 45.9 .
- Private ’ 0.0 50.0 . 50.0
. .
¢ a | P ‘
~f 1 LA
32 |
g. il
P \ . -
T - C — - } :
Fulr Y - - - ’ .
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- Table C '
Percentages of Subjects Rating Their Preparation for
.‘. Handling Studénts with Problems as Good, Fair, or Poor
L
. Group. Good - Fair Poor
, . — N
' Within MN 10.5 442 45.3
. °  Qutside MmN~ 15<9 250 50.1
+ ’ M T - T f"":“‘""“ﬁ—m—_._, M. L & MA ) * ‘R
.7 e - ‘ ’ T M;__\.__K“

13.6. . 36.8 —-——49.6 L=

S

PUbLAC o e

Private ) ‘ ; 50.0 . -

. 0.0 50.0
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IRLD  °
August, 1980 .
’ j Teacher Survey / .°
Great changes have occurred in the requirements made of teachers in today's edu- -
o . cational systems. Information is needed on teachers' feelings about their pre-
. paration for these activities. Please answer the following questions to help us
— obtain this .information. Your-answers are confidential, and will be reported*in_—"-'
- a group summary only.

: , ) \
.ﬂ 1. Years teaching experience: : 7 What have you taught?
- '.,//‘ . N ‘ . c:
L 2: Certified in: : < . '
3.t Level of education (indicate degree or hours):
o 4. 'Education courses were taken at (name school/schools):. , \
Y
. . a. / \ A\ '
m—— e ——— . [
. . ) .
b T ——— :
. : . ! . e
[ . 5. Rate the program(s) in which you were. trained/, GOOD FAIR - POOR
N in/general (how well did it/they prepare you .

to -teach?).

6. Speciﬁically rate.the‘fo‘ﬂowing-areas_.of your preparation:,
'® i ~a. ’Methods (exposed to a variety of methods) GCOD FAIR . POOR

b. . Magerials. (learned about a variety of mater-

ials and sources for mater;[als};’ GOOD . FAIR POOR

c. Child and adolescent development and psychology GOOD  FAIR - POOR’
' d. How to teach reading . . . GOOD FAIR .POOR
o e. Mainstreaming methods ' . GOOD FAIR - POOR
¢ f.. How to recognize st_udents having problems with: . }
(1) Drugs : - 3 " GOOD FAIR  POOR ‘
, © .+ (2) Abuse C GOOD FAIR  POOR |
. © 7 (3) Learning disabilities ' GOOD FAIR POOR
,(4) -Emotional disturbance ~ GOOD FAIR POOR . -
" (5) Other (what?) ' GOOD  FAIR __ POOR

T

e et —

g. How to handle students with,,problemsﬁ:rr‘the a5 ve 00D FAIR ~ POOR

o e e--aveas - T T

e e e -
¢

7. Do you -think- any_major change should be made in teacher "raini‘ng programs" -
What" (Be specific')

7’

P il
* l ° . ‘ 35
v 8. Other comments . .
q- . ,

»r




. Ysseldyke,'ﬁ. E., & Regan, R. R, Nondiscriminatory aseessment and

:Algozzine, B. An an:iysis of the disturbingness and acceptability of

> PUBLICATIONS

Ingtitut € for Research on Learning Diéabilities
< Univevsity of MJnnanta

b .

The Tnstitute is not funded Tor the distribution of its publications.
Publications may’be obtained for $3.00 per document, a fee designed to
cover printing and postage costs. Only checks and moncy orders payable
to the University of Minnesota can be accepted. All orders must be pre- .
paid. - - . .. . N
Requests should be directed to: Editor, IRLD, 350 Elliott Hall; T
75 East-River Road, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455.

i

. ‘ Lot
Ysseldyke, J. E. Assessing the learning disabled youngster: The state
of the art (Research Repert No. 1). November, 1977. -

decision making (Monograph No. 7). February, 1979.

Foster,, G., Aigozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, 3.’ Susceptibility to stereo-
typic bias Dias ‘(Research Report No. 3). March, 1979.

.,

hghgyig;ﬁ_gg___ﬁgng&iganﬁﬁ_jagngs;ic label (Research Report No. 4).
.+ March, 1979 .
Algozzine, B., & McGraw,‘K. Diagnostic.testing,in mathematicsf An
extension of the PIAT? (Research Report No. 5). March, 1979.
. ~ T @ - Ty
Deno, S. L. A direct ‘observation approach to measuring classroom
behavior: Procedures and app}ication (Research Report No. 6).
April, 1979. N %

hl

5
w5

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Mirkin, P K. Proceedinps nf the Minnesota round-
table conference on assessment of learning "disabled children
(Monograph No. 8)-—April, 1979. ° -]

r : \\\\A\‘\ : .o T

Somwaru, J. P. A new approach_to the assessment of learning disabilities
(Monograph No. 9). April, 1979. \\\ T e, T

-~

-

.
~

Algozzine, B., Forgnone, C., Mercer, c. D\ & Trifilettd, J J. Toward
defining discrepancies for specific learning disabilities: An
- analysis and alternatives (Research Report No. 7).  Junej 1979.

Algozzine, B. The disturbing child: A v411;:tion report (Research .- -
Report No. 8). June, 1979. .

Al I‘
L ’C
. A}
. - * Al
. - - » > +
3 . . - i
. - i
E) . e .
~ -

Note: Monographs No. 1 - 6 and Research Report No. 2 are\not available
for distribution. These documeénts were part of the Institute s
1979-1980 continuation proposal, and/or are out of print..

;
, .
a"“/ ; >

% — '




-

e s e

- \
“

Ysseldyke, J..E.! Algozzine, B.,’kegan, R., & Potter, M, Technical .
adequacy of' tests used by professionals in simulated decision .f

-~ -

making (ResFarch Report No.* 9). .July, 1979.

Jenkins, J. R.,-Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Measuring pupil prqgresé.
toward the [least restrictivqmgpxgiggmggg (Monograph No. 10). .
August, 1979, . . .
. ; . {
Mirkin, P, K., & Deno,"S. L. Formdtive evaluation in the classroom: An - @
approach to improving instruction (Research Report No. 10). Awugust,

H

o

1979. I )
Current'aséessment and decision-making

Thur_ow, M, L.; & Ysseldyke, J.°E.I
practices in model programs for the learning disabled (Research Report

»

»

No. 11). August, 1979." ‘
;_Dﬂno,_S..L.,uChiang,AB.,7Tinda1,;G.,~&~Blackbd¥ﬁ, M. ~"Experimental analysis
of program components: An approach to research in CSIC's (Research

, Report No. 12). . August, 1979.

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B, Shinn, M., & McGue, M. ~ Similarities and
differences between underachievers and students labeled learning
Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report =« . .

]

disabled:
No. 13). -September,- 1979.
. ®

Ysseldyke, i;, & Algozzine, R.: Perépectiveé on assessment of learning
disabled students (Monograph No. 11). Ogtober, 1979.

.
v

\Poland, S. F., Ysseldyke, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Current
assessment and decision-making practices in school settings as reported

by directors of special education (Research Report No. 14).  November,
-y

AN

1979, . .
. | - . .
McGue, M., Shinn, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Validity of the Woodcock-Johnson/ .
psycho-educational battery with learning disabled students (Research ’ !
|

.

Report No. 15). Nowember,” 1979.
Deno, S., Mifkin, P., & Shinn, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assess-
"ment of learning disabled children (Monograph No. 12). November, 1979.
What L

Sutherland, J. H., Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Young, S.
can I say after I say LD? (Rescarch Report No. 16). December, 1979.

Deno, S. L., & Mirkin; P. K.~ Data-based IEP development: An_approach e

£ substantive compliance (Monograph No. 13). <December, 1979.

R

Ysseldyke, J.,.Algozzihe;'BI;‘Regdh, R.y & McGue, M. ‘The influence of
test scores and naturally-occurring pupil characteristics: on psycho~
fch Report No. 17).

educational decision making with children (Resea
December;~1979. Pl ®
. —
.Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. EX Decision makers' prediction of

students' academic difficulties as a function of referral informa-

tion (Research Report No'., 18) . December, 1979. . \
. ! ) X . N

" o

» 3

IC - ' -




vYSSeldyké, J.'E., & Algozzine, B. Diagnostic classification decisions

.as a function of referral information :(Research Report No. 19). ’ .
January, 1980. )

“»

Deno, S. L., ﬁirkin, P.* K., Chiang, B., & Lowry, L. Relatioﬁships N
among simple measures of reading and performance on standardized
achievement tests (Researq? ReportgNo.-20). January, 1980:

\

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P.'K., Lowry, L., & Kuehnle, K« Relationships
- . among simple measures of spelling and performance on standardized
¢ dchievement tests (Research Report No. 21). January, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. X., & Marston, D. Relationships. among simple
. measures of written expression and performance on standardized
’. achievement tests (Research Report Mo. 22). January, !1980.

Mirkin, P. K., Deno, S. L., Tindal, G., & Kuehnle, K. Formative evalua~——————]
tion: Continued development of data utilization systems (Research
Report No. 23).° January, 1980. ‘

.. .Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Robinson, S., & Evans, P. Relationships
* among classroom observations of social adjustment and sociometric
rating.scales (Research Report RNo, 24). January, 1980. S »

. i )
Thurlow, M. L., '& Ysseldyké, J. E.  Factors influential on the psycho=~ . -
educational decisions reached by teams of educators (Research Report
. No. 25). February, 1980. . ’ T .

~

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Algozzine, B. Diagnostic decision making in indivi-
duals susceptible to biasing information presented in the referral
case_folder (Research.Report No. 26)., March, 1980. )

Thurlow, M. L., & Greener, J. W. Preliminary evidence gn iﬁform;tion
considered useful in instrucfional planning (Research Report No. 27).

Ysseldyke, J. E., ﬁZESEj‘ﬁt*Rvy-& Schwartz, S. Z. The use of technically

S adequate tests in psychoeducational decision making—(Research Report o
/ « ZRo. 28). -Aprii, 19%0. : : 7
/ 7 . . . .

" Richey, L., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Teachers' expectations for the T~

siblings of learning disable-d ‘and non-learning disabled students:
! A pilot study (Resedrch fepost No.o 29). May, 1980.

- .o bk . N .
Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Instructional planning: Information
collected by school psycholopists vs. information consideréd use~ P o

S ful by teachers (Research Report No. 30). June, 1589.

| AlgoZzine, B., Webber, J., Campbell, M., Moore, S., & Cilliam, J.
! Classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and )
perceived competence (Rescarch Report No. 31). ° June, 19§0.‘ {

B

P 38 -




R Repor* No. 34). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Stevens, L., Costello,’ C., Beattie, J., & Schmid, R. " ’
Classroom;p_rspectives of LD and other special.education teachers : '

(Research Report No.. 35). July, 1980. } o B

SR R —— ' -

»

-~

. \ ‘ .

- Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., Richey, L., ° !
& Thurlow, M. L. Psychoeducational assessment and decisfon making:

A computer-simulated investigation (Research Report No. 32) ) . ®
July, 1980. )

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.
Psychoeducational :ssessment and decision making: Individual case
studies (Research Report No. 33). July, 1980 . ‘®
R . :
Ysseldyke, J. E.y Algozzine, B., Regan, R., Potter, M., & Richey, L. -
. Technical suoplement for computer-simulated investigations of the T
psychoeducational assessment and decision-making ptocess (Research

?;

. \
i . *

Igozzine, B., Siders, J., Siders; I §&Beattid, J,_ Using;asseSsment _
) information to plan reading instructional programs: Error- analysis .
and word attack skills (Monograph No. 14). July, '1980.
'Ysseldyke, Joy Shinn. M., & Epps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and -
the Woodcock-Johnson Tests<of Cognitive Ability (Research Report - -

No. 36) July, 1980. R -

.

Lt s

L]
Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. An analysis of difference score relja- - |
.bilities on three measures with a sample of low achieving youngsters :

(Research Report No. 37):  August, 1980. -~ . ) ST ,
x -
bhinn, M.y Algozzine, B., Marston,,D., & Ysseldyke, J. A theoretical
--analysis of the perfortance of learning disabled studetits on the . " .
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Batte*y (Research Report No. 38).- . ; ] ®
August, 1980.

K - T, . !
Richey, L. Ysseldyke,,J., Poctcr, M.} Rcran -R. R., & Greener, JT' o e e

Teachers attitudes and expectations- for siblings of learning dis-

.abled children. (Research Report Mo. 39). August, 1980:% .. .o ) _i.
Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, 8., & Thurlow, M. L.’ (Eds.), A.naturalistic .

~investigation of spetial education team meetings (Research Report No. ':‘ |

W), August, 1980. L - e o . ‘

N . LT |

» 2 -~
e &

Meyers, B., Meyers, J., & Deno, §. - Formative evaluation and teacher deci-

. sion making: A.Follow-up inVLStngtion (Research Report No. 41). = -t _.?
September, 1980 '

.r;’ . -
!f

Fuchs, D,, Carwick D. R., Featherstone, :, &‘Fuchs L. S. -On the deter- .

.minants and prediction of handicapped children's diffcrential test T T
performance with familiar and urfamiliar examiners (Research *Report . L .
No. 42) September, 1980. S P N “. , |

3 : ) -
. A , ¥

A0




. Q * . v - s
- - -
. - .
. \ \/‘ ° y -- T .
* *

Algozzine, B., & Stoller, L. Effects of labels and compétence on . ‘ ;N\
¢ 7 teachers' attributions for a QLudcnt (Rcscarch Report No. 43).. \\
Scptcmher, 1980 S )

Ysscldyke, J4. E., & Thurlow, M. L. (Fd ) * The s special education :
asscssment and ddcision-making ° proceqs° Scven case studies

\\\;\\;::S§§:chcarch Report No. 44). -chtomhcr, 1980. - . - . =
..* Y yke, 'J. E., Algozzipe, B., Pottor. M.. & chan, A. A desc ptive 6

- study of students enrdlled in a program for 'the severely learning
oisablea (Rocearch Report No. AS) Septembér, 1980. )

v
Harston, D. Analysis of . eub ast scatter on the tests of cognitive -
" abilicy from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-~Educational Battery - -

,. (Resca:ch Report No. 46). Octobcr, 1980. L . * -

-l ..

Algozzine! B., Ysscldyke, J. E., & Shinn, M. Identifying children with
\*1earn1¥gfaisabilities¢ “hen 45 a discrepan~y severe’ (Research e
_Report No. 47). Ndvember, 1986_ < ¥ _ . e T

Fuchs, L., Tindal J., & Deno, S.. Effects of vagying item domain and .
sample ‘duration on technical character1qt1cs ‘of daily measures
. in reading (Research Report No. 48). January,:1981. -
B ] 8. -— )

o - < .
- M Y
— R — s . .
B . B . - -

Marston, D., ﬁ;§ty, L., Deno, S., & l{;'frkin,-P.~ An analytis o?ilearning .
trends in simplé measures of reading, spellinp, and written:-expression: '
A longitudinaf study (Research Report No. 49). January, 1981. .

Marston D., & Deno, Sy The neliabxlzty df simplé, dzrect measures of )
written expressxon (Research chort No. 50). gangt:y, 1981, ° . S

Epps, S., chue, M.. & Ysseldyke, J. E. Intcg;judgc agreement in classi-- »
fying students as 1earn1ng dlsabled (Research chort‘No 51). Feb- I&F'
ruary, 1981.-~,. : )

- - “ ) * N 2 o=
- . . -

tpps, S. xs«cldykc, J. E., & McGue, M. ‘Differentiating LD’ md’ non-LD"

. studentq ~ "I know one when I sce one”" (Reseaxch Report No. 52) .a \
March* 1981. : : . : ’

& et

Evans, P. R., & _Peham, M. "A. S. Testing -and® measurement in occupationals-
" therapy: A’ review of current practice with special emphasis on the
Southern California Scnsory InteLAgtion Tests (Mouograph No.’ 15) .
Aprx1,§1981. . ' - S5 e LR

@y - . v Q
pe - . - LA

Fuchs, L.,;ﬁessdu, C., Tindal, C.,.& Mickin, P, Teacher ‘efficicncy in
continuous cvaluation of IEP goals ﬁRcscarch Report No. 53) ~ June, =

.." " Xuchs, D.,. Featherstone, N:) G arwick B R., & Fuchs, L. S. -The impors

tance of jituational factors ind task demands to handicapped ehil- co
drtu s tcat;pozformantc “(Resérelr RLport No. 54}.° June,-1981.— . ~

.
«

r\ . - »

. < . a N 'y - -
B . -~ Y. . . » = -
¥ . X - 3 - . ‘ - « . P
- ~ - . .
. TS . : e
* M h - B
<. v .
. |

- . hd £
" - £ 2
- H .




(-

-

¢

Tindal G., & Deno, S. L. Daily measurement of reading: Effects of
‘varying the size of the,itemupool_(Researcn Report No. 55). July,
‘ 1981. ‘ . . o

-

Fuchs, L. S., & Deno, 8. L. A comparison of teacher judgment, standard-
ized tests, and curriculum-based approaches to reading placement
(Research Report No.. 56) August, 1981.

N < ’~

. Fuchs, L., & Deno, S, The relationship between curriculum—based mastery

measures and standardized achiévement tests in reading (Research
Report No. 57). August, 1981.

‘o ®

L)

- Christenson, S., Graden, J. Potter M., & Ysseldyke, J. Current’research

]

on psychoeducational assessment and decision making. Implications

-for Craining and practicc (Monqgraph No. 16). SLpLembcr, 1981.
-»" . - el

- » - [

Christenson S., Ysseldyke, J.: & Algozzine B. Institutional constraiats
and external pressures influéncing referral, decisions (Research

: Report No. 58).  October, 1981. . ; R

k "v . !'»
Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D.} & Deno, S. Reliability and validity of"' curriqulum-
based informal reading 1nventor1cs (Research Report No. 59). ?cto—
ber, 1981. . L . > - . /

©

. Algozzine, B., Christenson, S., & Ysseldyke, J. Probabilities associated

-with the referral-to-placement process (Research Report No. 60)..
Novembers }981» ) . g |

-

Tindal, 'G., Fuchs, . Christenson, S., Mirkin,-P., & Deno, S/ The rela-,
tionship between student achicvement and teacher assessment of short- .
or long-term goals (Research chort No. 61)., November//l981

Mirkin, P., Fuchs, L., Tindal, G.; Christenson, S., & Deno/S. The effect -
of IEP monitoring stratcgios on tcacher bechavior (Rciéarch Report No.
62). December, 1981. e ! |

»

Yesson, C., irkin, ., & Deno, $ -‘Teachers' use of seif instructional

materials for learning proce ures for developing ¥nd monitoring
«  progress on IEP goals (Re&eaich Heport No. 63). Uanuary, 1982.

y © AT ’ - .

Fuchs, L., Wesson, C., Tindal, [; Mivkin, P., & Denp, S. Instructional
changes, student performancl, and teacher preferences: The effects
of specific measurement andl evaluation procedufes (Research Report
* No. 64). January, 1982.

* Potter, M., & Mirkin, P. Instructionalgplanning ald implementation

practices of élementary and secondary resource room teachers:
is theres difference? (Research Report No. 65). January, 1982,

41



PR

. Thurlow, M. L.; & Ysseidyke,‘Jc E. Teachers' beliefs about LD students

(Research Report No.. 66). .January, 1982 \

: ) .
Gradem J., Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Academic engaged time

and its relationship to learning: A review of the literature -~
(Monograph No. 17). January, 1982. {

King, R., Wesson, C., & Deno, §.- Direct nd freqpenihmeasdremeht of
student performance: Does it. . take o much time° ‘(Research

" Report No. 67). February, 1982. S y .

‘ .

Greener, J. W., & Thurlow, M. L. Teacher opinions about professional
education training programs (Research Report No. 68). March,
1982.

%
> .

m L4



